Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
Introduction
The Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a successful concept for companies in order to ensure their capacity for long term value and gain competitive advantages. It is an effective mean in order to mitigate the new type of risk that has emerged, known as social risk (Kytle and Ruggie, 2005) . The authors and organizations describe the concept of CSR in different ways. The increased interest in the CSR measurement stems from the studies that suggest guidelines for developing CSR frameworks and mention the difficulties of CSR measurement (Mitchell, 1996; Jollands, 2006; Aravossis et al., 2006; Graafland et al., 2003; Graafland et al., 2004; Sachs et al., 2006; Kovačič, 2007; Turker, 2008; Carroll, 2000) . There is no widely accepted methodology in order to assess and rank the company's social responsibility and no consensus exists regarding the criteria that should be measured and assessed. The authors take into consideration ten methodologies that assess CSR activities in order to expose the challenges that most of them face, giving examples where it is necessary.
The areas that are examined is the transparency provided by the assessment agencies, the proposal of specific criteria to specific sectors and countries, the agreement as regards the weight rate of the criteria, the suggestion of criteria that refer to the CSR outcome and irresponsibility, the assessment of the main stakeholders, the capability of criteria selection and the consensus of the CSR criteria. The value of this categorization is to take into account the main challenges of the proposed methodologies or the future ones in order to assess the social responsibility and rank or benchmark the companies in a complete approach. Moreover, it aims to contribute to the attempt for the assessment of the CSR performance in common terms.
For the purpose of this paper, the literature review of CSR is illustrated next, followed by a presentation of CSR performance measurement and methodologies in section 3. The major challenges of the proposed methodologies are described in section 4 and in the last part, section 5, the conclusion section is presented.
of the researchers who try to investigate the behavior of stock market using macroeconomic indicators (Sariannidis et al., 2000; Drimbetas et al., 2007) .
Generally, the concept of CSR means different things to different parties or stakeholders (Arlow and Gannon, 1982) . Companies integrate social responsibility activities in their operations in a unique way (Palazzi and Starcher, 2001; Secchi, 2004; Gianakopoulou et al., 2016) . It is important to mention that the stakeholders can "never fully understand a corporation's capabilities, competitive positioning, or the tradeoffs it must make" (Porter and Kramer, 2006) , thus the stakeholders continuously demand from companies to be more responsible and devote more resources to them (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001) . Some companies concentrated their CSR attention on multiple dimensions of society while others concentrated on a single dimension of society as their capability, economic or managerial, is limited or it is most important for them.
Additionally, Hopkins (2004) mentions that companies should be expected to involve in their operation the most significant stakeholder. In most of the cases, there is a common group of stakeholders (the most important) that companies are responsible for, beyond the law, a list which is extended and developed in relation to business strategy and needs.
Corporate Social Responsibility Assessment Methodologies

Measurement of CSR performance
The increased interest in CSR assessment is obvious from the plethora of proposed methodologies. The CSR actions cannot be measured by any single best approach (Wolfe and Aupperle, 1991) . The concept of CSR is too broad and complex to include all the possible dimensions in a measurement framework. Carroll (2000) mentions the importance of CSR measurement for the companies, insisting on a subjective measurement. Non -financial indicators greatly contribute to measurement of the CSR performance as the financial or traditional performance indicators have been criticized for their numerous limitations: not illustrate the exact interest of Stakeholders (Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Mbugua et al., 1999; Ho and Zhu, 2004) , fail to measure and integrate all the essential factors of a business success (Eccles, 1991) and inflexibility to change (Richardson, 1980) . Igalens and Gond (2005) presented five best known Corporate Social Performance (CSP) models and mentioned that the measurement of CSR can be distinguished in five different categories: measurements based on analysis of the contents of annual reports, pollution indices, perceptual measurements derived from questionnaire based surveys, corporate reputation indicators and data produced by measurement organizations recognizing numerous limitations. They insisted that the ARESE data are reliable and appropriate for the measurement of CSP in French firms. Graafland et al. (2004) state the advantages that derive from CSR measurement and benchmarking. It serves transparency and accountability of the company's actions, cross company or internal comparison, simplicity of the judgement, systematic approach of the efforts, more objective view if the benchmarking is made by independent bodies and delivery of information from companies.
As regards the simplicity of judgement, the CSR index can be a source of information for various stakeholders in order to judge the CSR performance, affecting their attitude (Chatterji and Levine, 2006) . Consumers could change their decisions in relation to the CSR (MORI, 2003; Mitchell, 2001; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; Vogel, 2005) and investors identify companies that meet high CSR standards in order to invest as there is a positive relationship between the CSR and corporate financial performance (Waddock and Graves, 1997; Frooman, 1997; Griffin and Mahon, 1997; Margolis and Walsh, 2001 ).
An important topic of the CSR assessment procedure is the measurement of the CSR performance and numerous authors mention its importance and benefits. A reason as regard the importance of performance measurement is given by Harrington (1987) , "if you can't measure something, you can't understand it; if you can't understand it, you can't control it; if you can't control it, you can't improve it". Brown (1996) supports that the performance measurement shows if the organizations achieve their goals or not. According to Simmons (2000) , performance measurement helps companies to set business goals periodically (both in short or long term) and provides managers with valuable information towards the progress of goals.
Additionally, Bititci et al. (2002) state five reasons on the necessity of measuring performance: monitor and control, drive improvement, maximize the effectiveness of the improvement effort; achieve alignment with organizational goals and objectives, reward and discipline.
Sample of Corporate social Responsibility methodologies
The selection of the methodologies that are taken into account was based on the following two criteria: Firstly, the assessment methodologies are adopted by SRI Indexes. Secondly, the assessment of multiple dimensions of CSR and not only one dimension as Greendex, which measures and monitors consumer's progress towards environmentally sustainable consumption in 14 countries, or Environmental Sustainability Index or Corporate Equality Index. Although SRI have been realized for the last 100 years, the SRI indexes were introduced the last years (Fowler and Hope, 2007) , namely the oldest SRI indexed Domini 400 Social Index dates back from 1990. Totally, ten assessment methodologies were identified that satisfy the above criteria which most of them are realized by independent organizations, agencies and companies, Table 1 . Different methodological procedures exist in order to assess a company's CSR; however, efforts were made to detect similarities as regards the procedure of all methodologies:
 evaluation of predetermined group of companies;  support on reliable sources of information: internal, such as companies' reports and questionnaires and external, such as press, media and databases;  suggestion of their own criteria that are relative to CSR, Triple Bottom Line or Corporate Sustainability concept;  re-evaluation of companies' performance in predetermined periods.
As regards the evaluation of pre-determined group companies, the DJSI derives from and is fully integrated with the Dow Jones Global Indexes while the ESI and the FTSE4Good cover Global stock indexes. The KLD assesses primarily large-cap U.S. stock companies while the Calvert Social Index represents companies which belong to NYSE, NASDAQ and AMEX, U.S -based companies.
The ASPI index encompasses the 120 best companies of the DJ EURO STOXX, the Maala Index rates the largest public and private companies in Israel and companies in the Tel Aviv 100 Index or companies with an annual profit greater than $100 million, while the OWW Consulting-Malaysia methodology evaluates companies that operate in Malaysia. The Jantzi Research Inc assesses the performance rate of approximately 60 Canadian companies covering the Canadian market, and the JSE SRI Index includes companies from FTSE/JSE Africa Index.
The question that emerges is which assessment methodology should be selected by companies in order to assess their CSR if they do not satisfy the aforementioned requirements. It is obvious that the small and medium companies cannot be assessed as all of the aforementioned methodologies referred to companies listed in a stock market. The authors regard this limitation as a characteristic of the methodologies, even though this could be considered a "challenge".
Concerning the reevaluation process of companies' performance, the ASPI methodology is reviewed annually and quarterly. In ESI methodology, a quick updating takes place annually and complete reevaluation after three years, while in Calvert Index methodology, there is an annual reconstitution. The methodologies of KLD, DJSI and JSE SRI Index are reviewed annually while FTSE4Good indices are reviewed semiannually.
The assessment methodologies are widely accepted by different stakeholders, consequently, the CSR can be used as a marketing tool from companies in order to build their image (L'Etang, 1996) or as a tool for stakeholders' communication (Azapagic and Perdan, 2000; Institution of Chemical Engineers, 2002) . This is the case, because companies are concerned with improving the CSR reputation as it can be more valuable and important than the actual CSR because the stakeholder loyalty affects them financially (Brown, 1998) . The majority of the aforementioned CSR methodologies emerged in response to the increased interest of investors in companies that have integrated CSR standards in their corporations (Greene, 2003) .
Challenges of CSR Assessment Methodologies
In the literature review, authors concentrate their efforts more on specific challenges for each of the proposed CSR assessment methodologies and less on general common challenges (Entine, 2003; Porter and Kramer, 2006; Chatterji and Levine, 2006; Schwab, 2005; Fowler and Hope, 2007; Průša, 2007) . Next, there is an attempt to categorize the main challenges that are presented in the CSR assessment methodologies, giving examples where it is necessary.
Lack of transparency
The assessment agencies do not publish details concerning important aspects of their methodology. They do not exactly provide the criteria that they take into consideration in order to calculate the CSR score, presenting general directions as ΟWW Consulting-Malaysia, KLD (Domini 400 Social Index), Calvert Social Index, FTSE4Good and ASPI do. The DJSI even if publish the general criteria for the assessment of CSR, however, it does not publish the specific criteria for each sector, while Jantzi Social Index provides only a sample report with the CSR criteria.
Additionally, the proposed methodologies do not accurately report the rating weight for each criterion -category and/or do not publish the CSR methodology calculation score. The agencies do not mention how the methodologies treat external and internal sources of information, except the questionnaire, in the CSR score procedure. The methodological information that is not published possibly constitutes a piece of asset information for companies or agencies that support the methodologies.
However, this dimness does not allow each interested stakeholder to be precisely informed about the methodology that each assessment agency adopts. Transparency for companies is considered a very important asset as it can ensure competitive advantages. The CSR assessment agencies support that using their methodology a transparency of the companies' actions is achieved but in practice, the same agencies do not illustrate transparency in their methodological steps. The lack of transparency is considered the most important challenge affecting their categorization process.
Proposed general criteria
In the international literature, there are two trends concerning the kind of the criteria for the assessment of the CSR. The first involves the introduction of general criteria while the second suggests both general and specific criteria.
The first identifies general criteria that are applicable to all types of companies or sectors. Including only these types of criteria does not take into account specific actions that integrate the business in their operations, as each sector is distinguished by special challenges and trends.
The second trend involves both general and specific criteria which importance is provided by Secchi model in order to classify the commitment of the CSR. The sector dimension is one of the three elements of the proposed model (Secchi, 2004) , even though Morimoto et al. (2004) state that it is difficult to include criteria in a CSR framework that are applicable to all types of sectors.
There are many authors or institutions that concentrate their efforts on specific sectors such as Lambrou (2006), Fafaliou et al. (2002) in Greek Shipping, Sachs et al. (2006) and Mudzamir and Norfaiezah (2007) in telecommunications, Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), proposing indicators for seven different sectors and Azapagic (2003) , recommending indicators for the mining and mineral industry. Similarly, ESI mentions that the company's performance depends on the sector and region where the company operates. Griffin and Mahon (1997) claimed that each sector faces different social pressures, criticizing the cross-sectional analysis. Unique exception is the methodology of DJSI which contains both general and specific criteria for each of the 58 sectors, separately. Although, there are numerous references for the need of adoption of both general and specific criteria, the agencies suggest general criteria, probably because they believe that the assessment should be made by only one type of criteria.
Not accepted weight rate of criteria
Examining the methodologies, it can be observed that there is no acceptable weight rate for each dimension of stakeholder or criterion (DJSI, ESI, Maala Index and KLD). The assessment agencies rate by using high weight criteria or categories that are more important to the society than others. The methodologies of ESI, KLD and Maala Index provide the same weight rate for each dimension of stakeholders or aspects of society. Additionally, the JSE SRI Index, OWW Consulting-Malaysia and FTSE4Good include an environmental classification according to companies' impact in order to differentiate the weight rate of the environmental criteria. The OWW Consulting-Malaysia weights the criteria according to specific concerns of the Malaysian stakeholders. The weight rate has changed during the years, for example, the DJSI weights the general criteria with 60% and the specific criteria with 40% before 2006, but this percentage changed in 2006 and both types of criteria are equal.
Each sector has specific characteristics and consequently, each dimension has different importance and different weight rate, for example, industries and services have different effects on the environment. The weight in CSR methodologies seems arbitrary and the concept of the origin should be explained (Chatterji and Levine, 2006) . It should be taken into account by the CSR agencies whether the weight rate of criteria could be differentiated depending on the sector where the company belongs.
Lack of consensus criteria and invalid criteria
Lack of consensus exists as regards which categories or criteria should be measured, as Porter and Kramer (2006) agree, since the concept of the CSR is not accurate yet. Even though there are many similar dimensions there are numerous proposed criteria. Hamner (2006) investigated twelve CSR assessment methodologies, distinguished 202 criteria and found that the dimension of health and safety appeared at 75%, the dimension of corporate governance, CSR performance reporting, labor and union relations and pollution prevention at 67% and innovation, benefits and human rights at 42% rendering the categorization a difficult and complex procedure.
Each methodology tends to measure criteria that are appropriate to agencies' perception; consequently the categorization procedure remains complex. There are methodologies that suggest numerous criteria of the CSR, as Jantzi Social Index proposes more than 200, so the main criteria do not receive the required importance.
Additionally, the assessment agencies tend to include in their methodology every action of the companies which most of the times are easily feasible and/or invalid, measuring partially the CSR performance, such as: the number of women that are members of the company's board of directors/supervisory board (DJSI, KLD and Jantzi Social Index), the number of short-term contracts (ESI) and the total number of employees (Jantzi Social Index). A result of the invalid criteria is that enterprises can increase CSR score even if they do not fulfil significant criteria. Carroll (2000) expresses doubts about the validity and reliability of the measures that could be developed.
Limited criteria relative to the outcome
The CSR assessment agencies do not include in their methodology adequate criteria that refer to the outcome of their CSR activities. The importance of the CSR outcome is mentioned by Brown (1998) , Porter and Kramer (2006) , Wartick and Cochran (1985) , Wood (1991) and Moran (2008) contrary to Graafland et al. (2004) who support that "if the intention of a moral action is good, the action itself is morally good. The outcome of that action does not matter". Most of the methodologies propose guideline criteria as regards the CSR assessment without concentrating their efforts on assessing the outcome of the CSR activities. They appear more as marketing tool rather than as an assessment tool.
The proportion of outcome criteria with the total number of criteria is negligible. Vogel (2005) mentions that companies should monitor the consequences of their actions for example, restrictions for the child labor can lead children to a more dangerous working environment, like prostitution. It is obvious that the procedure of criteria introduction in relation to the outcome should be made with great attention and be adapted to the environment that companies operate. However, it should be stated that the outcome of CSR activities does not totally depend on the companies, as CSR achievements are affected by a complex business environment.
Non correspondence to characteristics of each Country
There are two different approaches that assess the CSR in connection with the characteristics of each country. The first approach claims that each country or market has specific characteristics that distinguish it from others. Some of the methodologies that assess the CSR score take into consideration these specific characteristics in their calculation model. Secchi (2004) proposed that the CSR should be assessed in the field of each country because each one has different legal and political constraints, economic structure and cultural and social variables. The JSE SRI Index includes criteria such as demonstration of objectives relating to employees' health and safety, including HIV/AIDS. However, there is a different procedure for multinational companies. The SRI Index of ΟWW Consulting-Malaysia in the dimension of Marketplace includes criteria that are related with Islamic Financing. Maala index takes into account both international and local standards relative to Israel market. Moreover, there are criteria adapted absolutely to the requirements of religions as Dow Jones Islamic Market Sustainability Index that presents companies that are socially responsible and compatible with Islamic investment guidelines or KLD Catholic Values 400 Index available to Catholic investors. Such examples of criteria do not have the same value or importance for the companies of other countries as in Greece.
According to D'Arcimoles and Trebucq (2002) Corporate Social Performance and Stakeholders can change from one country to another because of cultural or methodological differences. The second approach supports that there are indexes which do not take into account the specific conditions of the countries or the markets that examine. The Sam group proposes two indexes, the DJSI and Australian SAM sustainability index. Both include the same criteria even if they examine the CSR activities in different markets or countries. Other examples are the methodologies of ESI and FTSE4Good. Even if many CSR assessment methodologies that adopt special characteristics exist, it is obvious that the companies that do not operate in countries or markets with specific characteristics as the above should be assessed in general terms.
Inadequate assessment of the main CSR dimensions
Most definitions of CSR referred to the satisfaction of a stakeholder or generally to the society. The agencies that are specialized in the assessment of the CSR do not take into consideration certain stakeholders/aspects of society or refer to them in limited extend. It is important for the methodologies to include all the dimensions or stakeholders of society because each of them has different concerns. Typical examples of the stakeholders or the aspects of society that are not taken into consideration by the CSR score calculation are:
 The majority of proposed methodologies do not pay the required attention to suppliers, even if considered one of the major stakeholders. Unique exception is the methodology proposed by Domini 400 Social Index;  Calvert Social Index does not contain economic criteria in its assessment process;  DJSI family indexes do not support criteria regarding product safety and social impact;  JSE SRI Index does not support adequate criteria as regards customers;  KLD (Domini 400 Social Index) does not give the appropriate attention to corporate governance and to social reporting of companies;  FTSE4Good does not contain criteria relevant to economic, customer services, corporate governance;  ESI does not count actions relevant to corporate governance, health and safety of workers and employee participation on the final score. Similar challenges confront the Maala Index.
Generally, most of the companies satisfy the expectations of a core list of stakeholders, which can be developed or limited, according to their business strategy and needs. It is difficult to answer why the CSR assessment agencies do not include major stakeholders that are important to all type of companies as suppliers or employees. Strike et al. (2006) Krajnc and Glavič (2005) proposing that a CSR framework should include both positive and negative criteria. Every attempt for the assessment of the CSR should consider the Kotchen and Moon (2007) conclusions that "when companies do more harm, they also do more good" taking into consideration approximately 3.000 traded companies.
Limitations of criteria of corporate social irresponsibility
Most of the CSR agencies introduce, more or less, the same criteria as regards the negative consequences and only in certain dimensions of Stakeholders, such as the environment pollution, neglecting other stakeholders as employees. The agencies hesitate to introduce criteria in order to assess negative consequences. It is important for the CSR assessment to contain dimensions of social irresponsibility as the satisfaction of stakeholder beyond the law is not beneficial if companies do not obey the law. Unique exception is the methodology proposed by Jantzi Social Index.
Selection of the criteria of the CSR assessment
The methodologies of FTSE4Good, ΟWW Consulting-Malaysia and JSE SRI INDEX classify each sector according to their direct and/or indirect impact on the environment, for example, the JSE SRI INDEX adopts the EIRIS' environmental classification. Companies have the opportunity to select in accordance with the category they belong to, the criteria they wish or want to fulfill in order to be assessed by the agencies. Companies have the opportunity to select which criteria of the environment will be responsible for, ignoring the rest.
Furthermore, they may act irresponsibly to criteria that they neglect. A CSR assessment methodology should avoid giving the choice to companies to select the areas to be responsible for, as happens to the remaining methodologies in which the CSR criteria are obligatory.
Discussion and Conclusion
The authors' interest was triggered by the fact that no previous studies exist regarding the general challenges of the CSR methodologies. The increased number of the CSR methodologies that exist show the necessity for the assessment of the CSR performance.
The methodologies that evaluate companies in terms of CSR standards are not similar. The assessment of the CSR is a new topic in the business field and little improvements or changes are introduced each time that a new assessment methodology appears. The authors try to identify the main challenges of the CSR assessment, giving examples from the proposed methodologies. Ten different methodologies have been selected so as to categorize the main challenges that they face.
The challenges mentioned in the paper could be motives for further improvement. Nine challenges are identified, the most important of which are: lack of transparency, proposal of general criteria, neglection of the main business stakeholder and not introduction of criteria relative to the CSR outcome. Giving attention to the above challenges, a more complete assessment methodology can be made.
Proposed actions are made for CSR methodology improvements: firstly, more efforts should be made from the agencies that assess the CSR to provide more information about their methodologies in order to be more transparent, for example, what specific criteria are adopted or how CSR scores are estimated. Additionally, further discussion is needed among scientific and business community and other bodies in order to define exactly the concept of CSR and its dimensions where the role of businesses in this dialogue is vital as they adopt, implement and develop CSR activities. In response to specific characteristics of each sector and country, where companies operate, more specific criteria need to be introduced in CSR assessment methodologies provided by the relevant literature. It is mandatory for the business community to reconsider the introduction of the criteria with reference to the outcome of the CSR in order to verify the degree of its success.
